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ARGUMENTS 

(1) Whether claims 26-28, 34-37, and 41-45 are anticipated by Masuda 

Claims 26, 27, 28, 34, 35 

The Examiner argues Masuda teaches "a host computer system for running an 
application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating a window 
control signal in response to said application program" in the description beginning at 
line 59 in column 36 through line 14 in column 37. Appellant submits this cited section 
teaches the CPU setting the brightness level of the composition portion by software 
operation. In particular, Masuda states the "CPU circuit decides whether the area is a 
specific area, that is, a composition portion or not first. When the area is not a 
composition portion, the CPU circuit multiplies the picture data B read from the 
external input means by the desired coefficient so as to adjust the amplitude and 
transfers it to the picture composition means" (col. 37, lines 3-12). Appellant 
respectfully submits this description does not teach "a host computer system for 
running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating 
a window control signal in response to said application program." Instead, Masuda 
teaches setting the brightness level "by software operation", with the software operation 
including the decision as to the composition area and the multiplication of the picture 
data B by the desired coefficient. 

The Examiner also argues the descriptions from lines 25-32 in column 37 and 
lines 3-10 in column 38 implicitly disclose "a host computer system for running an 
application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating a window 
control signal in response to said application program." These cited sections simply 
describe the elements shown in Figures 43 and 48, respectively. Neither of these cited 
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descriptions teaches "a host computer system for running an application program 7 ' and 
"a processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response to 
said application program/' Appellant notes that lines 30-32 in column 37, which 
describe Figure 43 state the same reference numbers are assigned to those components 
shown in Figure 31. And lines 8-10 in column 38, which reference Figure 48, state the 
same reference numbers are assigned to those components shown in Figure 43. Thus, 
the descriptions of Figures 31 and 43 will be discussed. 

With respect to an application program, the description corresponding to Figure 
31 states the "picture composition means, the CPU circuit, the ROM circuit, and the 
external input circuit may have/for example, the same constitution as that of a 
computer" and that the "CPU circuit converts, for example, picture data A stored in the 
ROM circuit to a video signal by the picture composition means on the basis of program 
information stored in the ROM circuit/' Appellant respectfully submits the program 
information stored in the ROM circuit performs the function of converting the picture 
data A stored in the ROM circuit to a video signal. This section of Masuda does not 
teach, however, "a host computer system for running an application program" and "a 
processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response to 
said application program." 

The description corresponding to Figure 43 also does not teach "a host computer 
system for running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." Nothing 
found in the description corresponding to Figure 43 discusses an application program 
or "a processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response 
to said application program/ 7 
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The Examiner further argues the "control signal" shown in Figure 48 teaches the 
claimed window control signal. However, Appellant submits the description of Figure 
48 does not disclose how and why the control signal is generated. The description of 
the control signal is limited to " . . . a control signal passing through the interface 352 are 
supplied to the picture display means 350 from the picture signal output means 351." 
(see col. 38, lines 19-22). This brief description does not teach "a host computer system 
for running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." 

The Examiner claims the control signal is also taught in Figure 52 and lines 50-60 
in column 39. Masuda does state "a signal supplied to the picture display means from 
the interface is data (composition position data) which is obtained by coding the 
composition position of picture B." The contents of the composition position data are 
then described. Appellant respectfully submits the description of Figure 52 does not 
teach "automatically generating a window control signal in response to said application 
program." 

And finally, the Examiner argues the timing key signal (Key) in Figure 52 teaches 
a window information signal. Appellant notes the description of Figure 52 states the 
timing signal key (Key) controls the change-over switch. The timing signal key is not 
received by a display control device that receives both a video signal and the window 
information signal and processes the video signal in response to the window 
information signal. 

Based on the above arguments, Appellant respectfully submits claims 26, 27, 28, 
34, and 35 are not anticipated by Masuda . Masuda does not teach each and every 
element of claims 26-28, 34, and 35. Moreover, Masuda does not show the "identical 
invention in as complete detail as is contained in the claims. Appellant submits the 
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elements the Examiner cites in Masuda are not arranged as required by Appellant's 
claims (Section 2131.01 in the MPEP). 

Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejection of claims 26, 27, 28, 34, 
and 35. 

Claims 36, 37, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 

The Examiner argues Masuda teaches "a host computer system for running an 
application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating a window 
control signal in response to said application program" in the description beginning at 
line 59 in column 36 through line 14 in column 37. Appellant submits this cited section 
teaches the CPU setting the brightness level of the composition portion by software 
operation. In particular, Masuda states the "CPU circuit decides whether the area is a 
specific area, that is, a composition portion or not first. When the area is not a 
composition portion, the CPU circuit multiplies the picture data B read from the 
external input means by the desired coefficient so as to adjust the amplitude and 
transfers it to the picture composition means" (col. 37, lines 3-12). Appellant 
respectfully submits this description does not teach "a host computer system for 
running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating 
a window control signal in response to said application program." Instead, Masuda 
teaches setting the brightness level "by software operation", with the software operation 
including the decision as to the composition area and the multiplication of the picture 
data B by the desired coefficient. 

The Examiner also argues the descriptions from lines 25-32 in column 37 and 
lines 3-10 in column 38 implicitly disclose "a host computer system for running an 
application program" and "a processor device for automatically generating a window 
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control signal in response to said application program/' These cited sections simply 
describe the elements shown in Figures 43 and 48, respectively. Neither of these cited 
descriptions teaches "a host computer system for running an application program" and 
"a processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response to 
said application program/' Appellant notes that lines 30-32 in column 37, which 
describe Figure 43 state the same reference numbers are assigned to those components 
shown in Figure 31. And lines 8-10 in column 38, which reference Figure 48, state the 
same reference numbers are assigned to those components shown in Figure 43. Thus, 
the descriptions of Figures 31 and 43 will be discussed. 

With respect to an application program, the description corresponding to Figure 
31 states the "picture composition means, the CPU circuit, the ROM circuit, and the 
external input circuit may have, for example, the same constitution as that of a 
computer" and that the "CPU circuit converts, for example, picture data A stored in the 
ROM circuit to a video signal by the picture composition means on the basis of program 
information stored in the ROM circuit/' Appellant respectfully submits the program 
information stored in the ROM circuit performs the function of converting the picture 
data A stored in the ROM circuit to a video signal. This section of Masuda does not 
teach, however, "a host computer system for running an application program" and "a 
processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response to 
said application program." 

The description corresponding to Figure 43 also does not teach "a host computer 
system for running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." Nothing 
found in the description corresponding to Figure 43 discusses an application program 
or "a processor device for automatically generating a window control signal in response 
to said application program." 
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The Examiner further argues the "control signal" shown in Figure 48 teaches the 
claimed window control signal. However, Appellant submits the description of Figure 
48 does not disclose how and why the control signal is generated. The description of 
the control signal is limited to "... a control signal passing through the interface 352 are 
supplied to the picture display means 350 from the picture signal output means 351." 
(see col. 38, lines 19-22). This brief description does not teach "a host computer system 
for running an application program" and "a processor device for automatically 
generating a window control signal in response to said application program." 

The Examiner claims the control signal is also taught in Figure 52 and lines 50-60 
in column 39. Masuda does state "a signal supplied to the picture display means from 
the interface is data (composition position data) which is obtained by coding the 
composition position of picture B." The contents of the composition position data are 
then described. Appellant respectfully submits the description of Figure 52 does not 
teach "automatically generating a window control signal in response to said application 
program." 

And finally, the Examiner argues the timing key signal (Key) in Figure 52 teaches 
a window information signal. Appellant notes the description of Figure 52 states the 
timing signal key (Key) controls the change-over switch. The timing signal key is not 
received by a display control device that receives both a video signal and the window 
information signal and processes the video signal in response to the window 
information signal. 

Based on the above arguments, Appellant respectfully submits claims 36, 37, 41, 
42, 43, 44, and 45 are not anticipated by Masuda . Masuda does not teach each and 
every element of claims 36, 37, 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45. Moreover, Masuda does not show 
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the "identical invention in as complete detail as is contained in the claims. Appellant 
submits the elements the Examiner cites in Masuda are not arranged as required by 
Appellant's claims (Section 2131.01 in the MPEP). 

Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejection of claims 36, 37, 41, 42, 
43, 44, and 45. 

(2) Whether claims 29-33 and 38-40 are obvious in view of Masuda and Lagoni 

The Examiner argues it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to provide Lagoni 7 s BCL in the display device of Masuda because this would 
prevent damage to the picture tube due to an excessive beam current and prolong the 
life time of the CRT display device. However, Appellant respectfully submits there is 
no motivation to combine the references to produce the claimed invention. First, the 
teachings in the references do not suggest or provide the motivation to combine the 
references. "The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render 
the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of 
the combination/' MPEP Section 2143.01 (emphasis original). The motivation or 
suggestion to combine references must be found in the prior art, not in Appellant's 
disclosure. And "the level of skill in the art cannot be relied upon to provide the 
suggestion to combine references." Id. 

Secondly, the combination of references does not teach all of the claimed 
elements and limitations. Nothing in the combination of Masuda with Lagoni teaches 
or suggests "running an application program on a host computer", "generating a 
window control signal in response to the application program", "generating a window 
information signal in response to said window control signal", or "providing a video 
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signal and said window information signal to a display control device for processing 
said video signal in response to said window information signal/ 7 

When an independent claim is not rendered obvious by prior art, then any claim 
depending from the independent claim is not obvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) (see also M.P.E.P. § 2143.03). Claims 29-33 depend from independent claim 
26. Claims 38-40 depend from independent claim 36. Therefore, claims 29-33 include 
all of the limitations of claim 26 and claims 38-40 all of the limitations of claim 36. 
Therefore, Appellant respectfully submits claims 29-33 and 38-40 are not obvious in 
view of the combination of Masuda with Lagoni . 

Appellant therefore requests reversal of the final rejection of claims 29-33 and 38- 
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